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Introduction
In recent years, academic libraries have developed new strategies for addressing 
the intersection between digital technologies and scholarly communication, with 
particular emphasis on using these technologies to facilitate greater access to scholarship. 
At the same time, archivists have struggled to develop and implement policies for 
ensuring the long-term storage and preservation of born digital university records and 
other digital special collections. Institutional repositories (IRs) have gained popularity as 
a means of providing digital access to scholarly output, and they hold promise as vehicles 
for managing digital collections of all types. In an influential essay, Clifford Lynch 
(2003) defines an IR as “a set of services that a university offers to the members of its 
community for the management and dissemination of digital materials created by the 
institution and its community members” (p. 1). The “digital materials” stored in IRs vary 
depending on the repository’s purpose and scope, and some IR projects have embraced 
traditional archival content. But the features of the archival component in many IRs 
remain rather murky. This study elucidates how archivists and digital records specialists 
are using university IRs to store and present archival content. 
 The role of archivists and archival science in the development of IRs has not been 
well defined. Lynch (2003) states that viable IRs represent “a collaboration among 
librarians, information technologists, archives and records managers, faculty, and 
university administrators and policymakers,” but the features of this collaboration remain 
unclear (p. 1). In the early days of IR planning and implementation, the literature on IRs 
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largely overlooked the role of the university archive and the university archivist despite 
the potential impact of IRs on traditional campus repositories (Bicknese, 2003-4). At that 
time, Bicknese (2003-4) emphasized the opportunity IRs presented to university 
archivists, who might use IRs not only to manage electronic records but also to reinforce 
the place of the university archive in the preservation and management of campus 
information (p. 81). Since then, as IR projects have developed around the country, their 
purpose and scope has varied from institution to institution (see Palmer, Teffeau, & 
Newton, 2008). While some university IRs adhere to their original purpose, focusing on 
the storage and preservation of born digital scholarly communication, others have 
evolved as a framework for university-wide digital asset management, linking e-records 
and digital special collections with other electronic resources (Conway, 2008, pp. 345, 
350). As such, the role of the archivist and of archival content in IRs has depended 
largely on how the IR has been conceptualized within the institution.  
Some in the field of LIS have argued that the true value of IRs, and of digital 
repositories in general, lies in digital curation and preservation, especially of science and 
social science data sets (Choudhury, 2008; Witt, 2008; McGovern & McKay, 2008; Lee 
& Tibbo, 2007).  However, IR developers have not consistently addressed the long-term 
preservation of IR content, despite ongoing work in the archives field that might inform 
their decisions (McGovern & McKay, 2008). IRs can therefore present challenges to 
university archives and special collections as archivist fight to ensure proper preservation 
of campus records of enduring value (Yakel, Rieh, St. Jean, Markey, & Kim, 2008). 
Furthermore, most IR software is not equipped to present archival collections 
hierarchically (see, for example, Pyatt, 2008). Nevertheless, archivists have used IRs to 
 4 
store, preserve, and deliver archival content successfully where traditional electronic 
records management programs were not already in place, and the use of IRs to capture 
born digital university records represents a major potential efficiency as both scholarly 
communication and communication in general increasingly migrate to the electronic 
realm (Watterworth, 2009; Sauer, 2009). 
Although the literature on IRs has touched on the extent to which archivists have 
established themselves as stakeholders in IR projects—and has promoted what archivists 
might do for IR projects—it has not addressed whether and to what extent IRs have 
affected the way archivist are managing the long-term storage and preservation of digital 
records. Very few empirical studies address the role of the archivist and archival content 
in university IRs, and although academics in the field of archives have expresses opinions 
on the subject, the voices of practitioners are mainly absent. This study reports on data 
collected through qualitative interviews conducted with university archivist and digital 
archivists to answer the following questions: Are archivists at university libraries 
currently using university IRs to provide access to digital records? If not, why not? If so, 
what types of archival records are being included, and why? Are archivists customizing 
IR systems to meet their needs where the systems are lacking, or are they using 
supplementary systems for that purpose? And finally, what advantages, disadvantages, 
and challenges have practitioners identified in their experiences with IRs? University IRs 
have the potential to greatly affect the storage and management of digital university 
records, at least in the short term. This study reveals to what extent archivists are 
exploring the possibilities and how archival practice has been affected. 
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Literature Review 
 The literature on IRs has been dominated by case studies, surveys, and reflective 
and/or derivative works on policy and development. Although scholars and practitioners 
have produced a sizable body of work on the topic of IRs, empirical studies on archivists 
and archival content are few. The bulk of the literature on IRs deals with documenting the 
recent proliferation of IRs, the considerable obstacles to true open access, faculty 
aversion to open access and self-archiving, and the administrative and technical 
challenges inherent in creating and populating an IR. For the purposes of this literature 
review, I focused on the small body of work on the intersection between IRs and archives 
as well as articles on topics such as digital preservation in IRs, staffing for IR 
development and implementation, and IR content.1
 Two major surveys have attempted to describe the features of academic IRs in the 
United States. The first, released in 2006, surveyed Association of Research Libraries 
(ARL) member institutions that had already established IR projects. The survey was 
meant to collect “baseline data” about IR activities, which had increased dramatically 
since about 2002 (Bailey, 2006, p. 23). Authored by a committee chaired by Charles 
Bailey at the University of Houston, the ARL survey concluded that most IRs were fairly 
new (two years or less), that IR efforts were generally spearheaded by library staff, that 
the motivations for establishing IRs were diffuse, and that most respondents had not yet 
attempted to assess the success of their IR efforts (Bailey, 2006, p. 20).  
 I limited my review to works that 
discuss IRs at U.S. universities, and I considered only the most recent literature. Thus, 
this literature review represents a very selective snapshot of the IR literature landscape.   
                                                 
1 I should note here that several of the articles I selected came from special issues of the journal Library 
Trends devoted to IR development and policy. 
 6 
The second survey, conducted by the MIRACLE (Making Institutional 
Repositories a Collaborative Learning Environment) project, sought to collect data from a 
broader population—beyond the ARL membership, likely early adopters—and to include 
data from institutions that had just started planning for an IR or who were not in a 
planning phase at all (Markey, Rieh, St. Jean, Kim, & Yakel, 2007). While the 
MIRACLE team’s findings supported many of the conclusions Bailey (2006) made, their 
survey added some granularity by asking questions about which library staff were most 
involved in IR development, what content recruitment strategies were most effective, 
how the functionality of IR software might be improved, and the nature of IR content, 
among others (Markey et al., 2007). Both surveys suggested that the staff and 
administration at academic libraries in the United States are committed to developing IR 
projects and interested in finding successful models to emulate (Bailey, 2006, p. 21; 
Markey et al., 2007). 
These two surveys provide useful background for understanding the development 
of IRs at U.S. research libraries, but survey literature fails to adequately capture the 
perceptions of IR adopters or the nuanced conceptualizations of IRs they harbor. In a 
follow-up to their 2007 survey, the MIRACLE project researchers conducted interviews 
with a purposive sample of thirty-six respondents, focusing on staff perceptions of the 
purpose of IRs and the features, policies, services, and challenges associated with their 
project (Rieh et al., 2008, p. 169). They found that most rationales touched on four 
motivations: to centralize hard-to-find digital content, to preserve scholarly content 
produced by the university, to provide open access to scholarship, and to advance a new 
model of scholarly communication (Rieh et al., 2008, p. 176). But respondents referred to 
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IRs by different names—for instance, “distributed institutional repository” or “digital 
repository”—depending on how the IR was being conceptualized within the institution 
(p. 176). This led the authors to conclude that IRs are often goal-driven rather than 
function-driven in the university context—their content and configurations reflect the 
unique characteristics of the institutions implementing them (p. 176). 
Palmer, Teffeau, and Newton (2008) compare three examples of IR planning and 
implementation that varied markedly. While all focus on faculty recruitment, their 
approaches were based mainly on the individual libraries’ historical strengths: the first 
emphasized library services as part of a campaign to involve librarians in faculty research 
projects; the second focused on content recruitment and service provision on a 
department-by-department basis; and the third focused largely on  intellectual property 
issues and publisher relations, leaning heavily on extant policies and best practices for 
digital repositories (Palmer, Teffeau, & Newton, 2008, pp. 148-49, 152, 163). Likewise, 
in a less rigorous study, Buehler and Trauernicht (2007) describe the experience of a 
library that simply converted an existing digital library into an IR, defining “their open 
access institutional repository in a broad sense as an archive” housing a host of both 
published and unpublished materials (Buehler & Trauernicht, 2007, p. 383). These 
articles begin to uncover the complexity inherent in IR projects, which can differ widely 
depending on the institution’s culture and conception of what constitutes an IR. Where 
some embrace archival science and archival materials, others focus on the traditional IR 
domain of faculty research, which within the traditional print model of library 
stewardship tends to fall outside the archival purview. 
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Repositories have floundered in cases where the goals of the institution did not 
match the interests of contributing stakeholders, particularly faculty and departments, 
who are often expected to self-archive material. Several studies have concluded that IRs 
offer very little that faculty need or want in terms of services and functionality (e.g., Kim, 
2007; Zuber, 2008; Salo, 2008, p. 100; Choudhury, 2008, 213-14). Where IRs have failed 
to recruit faculty deposits, developers have been forced to rethink the scope and purpose 
of the repository, redefining its boundaries to justify its existence (see, for instance, Salo, 
2008). On the one hand, writers like Dorothea Salo (2008) argue derisively that the 
breakdown in faculty recruitment has led IR developers to “[throw] open the repository to 
any sort of content in order to justify its existence,” including traditional archival content 
(p. 99). On the other, scholars like Paul Conway (2008) argue for a broader view that 
folds the content of the IR as traditionally conceptualized into a more robust “digital asset 
management” framework that links e-records, e-teaching, e-resources, and e-publishing 
in a distributed system (pp. 345, 350). While the former outlook would seem to minimize 
the potential influence of archivist and inclusion of archival records in developing IR 
projects in the long term, the latter assumes the importance of archival science to the 
sustainable management of digital materials. 
Several articles argue that digital curation and preservation services represent a 
major potential draw for faculty and other IR stakeholders, especially in the sciences, but 
that IRs have not adequately addressed preservation to date (see Choudhury, 2008; Witt, 
2008; McGovern & McKay, 2008; and Lee & Tibbo, 2007). In their essay exploring the 
parallel, and sometimes intersecting, histories of IRs and digital preservation programs, 
McGovern and McKay (2008) claim that the ongoing problems librarians have 
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encountered in providing open access to digital scholarship and recruiting content from 
unwilling faculty have led IR developers to downplay, if not outright ignore, issues of 
digital preservation (p. 267). This would seem to be a catch-22, and an avoidable one 
given that the archives field has been working on the problem of digital preservation for 
over two decades, culminating in such milestones as the Open Archive Information 
System (OAIS) and the Research Libraries Group (RLG) and National Archives and 
Records Administration (NARA) audit and certification standards for “trusted digital 
repositories” (p. 264-65). But IRs have been slow to adopt archival standards for 
preservation, perhaps partially owing to the fact that archival standards for digital 
curation and trusted repositories are still being debated (see, for example, Lee & Tibbo, 
2007).  
Archivists and academics in the archival field have been advocating for the active 
participation of archivists in IR projects since the concept first emerged (see, for 
example, Bicknese, 2003-4). More recent reflective literature notes that archivists have 
thus far failed to realize the promise writers such as Douglas Bicknese have identified. 
Nevertheless, the work of archivists has influenced the ongoing evolution of IRs, and IRs 
have proved useful in storing, preserving, and delivering some types of archival content 
where electronic records management (ERM) programs are not already in place 
(Watterworth, 2009, pp. 24, 26, 27).2
                                                 
2 Watterworth’s essay, published in 2009, offers a selective review of the literature on the place of 
archivists and archival content in IRs. Thus, her essay influenced my selections for this literature review. 
 This is significant given the state of ERM programs 
at most universities: according to Zach and Peri (2010), as of 2006, only 15 out of 193 
institution surveyed reported having a formal ERM program, and although another 81 
reported programs in the planning stages, a follow up survey in 2009 yielded similar 
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results, indicating stagnation in the development of ERM programs at universities. Anne 
Sauer very recently (2009) argued that archivists cannot afford to miss the opportunity to 
apply their expertise in selection, preservation, and metadata standards to IR programs—
but admitted that the mixed purpose of most IRs complicates traditional application of 
archival principles. 
Despite the proliferation of opinion pieces on the place of university archivists in 
IR planning and implementation, Yakel, Rieh, St. Jean, Markey, and Kim (2008) offer 
the only empirical study that directly addresses archivist and archival content in the 
context of university IRs. Based on the data from the MIRACLE survey and the authors’ 
subsequent follow-up interviews with a purposive sample of thirty-six respondents, the 
study focuses on the three areas covered in the research that are most closely related to 
archives and archivists: the role of archivists in IR development, types of content 
recruited, and preservation (p. 331). The researchers found that archivists and archives 
departments self-report active engagement in IR development, especially in the earliest 
stages; that archival content on average makes up about 20.5% of all digital documents in 
IRs; and that long-term preservation measures and policies are lacking for many IRs, 
regardless of how active archivists have been in the planning process. While this article 
offers the most in-depth consideration of the role of archivists in IRs to date, archivists 
represented on 3% of the MIRACLE survey respondents and only four of the thirty-six 
interview subjects (pp. 331-32). And although the findings suggest that archivists “play a 
quiet but persistent role in institutional repositories,” the features of that role remain 
ambiguous (p. 323). 
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There are a few studies out there that describe intersections between archivists, 
archival content, and IRs, but they are hardly substantial. Wise, Spiro, Henry, and Byrd 
(2007) describe how Rice University’s Fondren Library has adapted the IR software 
DSpace to perform both IR functions and digital archive functions, storing and presenting 
XML-encoded documents and digitized objects in addition to plain text files. Although 
Wise et al. make a good case for the efficiencies created by integrating multiple digital 
repositories under the DSpace umbrella, they also identify some technical limitations of 
the software—especially with regard to the metadata structure and user interface—that 
make it difficult to use for digital archives without considerable customization. Pyatt 
(2008) likewise describes difficulties with using DSpace to provide access to university 
records in various formats online, although his article is light on detail. These studies 
highlight the tremendous variety in digital archival collections, including both digitized 
and born digital objects, textual and nontextual, in a range of formats. In both cases, the 
organization of and modes of access to archival content seem most problematic, 
indicating that preservation and best practices are not the only areas in which archivists 
might contribute to the eventual success of IRs as vehicles for digital asset management. 
 As Markey et al. (2007) note in their broad-based survey, IRs and IR policy are 
still developing, and their flexibility in infrastructure and definition open new realms of 
possibility (Markey et al., 2007; Watterworth, 2009, p. 27). Despite the tendency to lump 
all IRs together conceptually, the literature on IR purpose and content reveals a 
variegated landscape and some ongoing debates. Archivists have been characterized, up 
to this point, as “shrinking violets” when it comes to IR implementation and practice, but 
the long-term sustainability of these IR projects may rely on archival expertise in digital 
 12 
curation and preservation (Markey et al., 2007; Yakel et al., 2008; Conway, 2008; 
Choudhury, 2008; Witt, 2008; McGovern & McKay, 2008; and Lee & Tibbo, 2007). In 
the short term, IR projects have already affected archival practice where university 
archives are using IRs. Although it seems clear that archivists are grappling with these 
issues and that traditional archival content—such as university records—has been 
instrumental in populating nascent IRs, there are still considerable gaps in our 
knowledge. Given the complexity of IRs, both conceptually and practically, it is essential 
that the archival field generate more scholarship on how practitioners are handling the 
intersection between IRs and university archives.  
Methodology 
To gain a fuller understanding of the ways in which institutional repositories (IRs) 
have affected archivists’ decision making at university archives, I elected to conduct 
semistructured interviews with archivists working in university archives at institutions 
that currently have functional IRs. Since no complete listings of IRs or university 
archivists exist, I used the 199 institutions identified by the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching as “Research Universities (very high research activity)” and 
“Research Universities (high research activity)” as my sampling frame.3
                                                 
3 See Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Classifications, Summary Tables, Basic 
Classifications, http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/summary/basic.php. 
 I chose to focus 
on these institutions because the literature indicates that IR development has been 
particularly brisk at research universities (see Markey, Rieh, St. Jean, Kim & Yakel, 
2007). I used systematic sampling to choose 40 institutions, making sure to sort the 
sampling frame to ensure representative samples of public and private institutions from 
the “very high research activity” and “high research activity” categories.  
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Once I had my initial list of institutions, I inspected the university library websites 
to determine which of the 40 had functioning institutional repositories. Given the range of 
projects the term “institutional repository” has been applied to, I used a broad definition 
that included any repository—whether a stand-alone system or part of a distributed 
system—that was built to capture digital materials from multiple sources on campus and 
was not strictly library-curated. Of the initial 40 institutions selected, only 24 had 
repositories, so I went back to the sampling frame and selected an additional 43 
institutions, of which only 17 had functioning repositories. All in all, 41 of 83 institutions 
selected had functioning repositories (49%). There are fewer institutions on the “very 
high research activity” list than on the “high research activity” list: 40 of the institutions 
initially selected were from the list of 97 “very high research activity” category (48%) 
and 43 were from the list of 102 institutions in the “high research activity” category 
(52%). However, institutions with “very high research activity” accounted for 23 of the 
institutions with working institutional repositories (56%), indicating that IRs are 
proliferating at these institutions at a slightly faster clip. Although 25 of the 83 
institutions selected were private institutions (30%), private institutions made up only 9 
of the 41 institutions with functioning repositories (22%).  
When I had determined which of the institutions met my requirements, I compiled 
contact information for the university archivist or head of archives and special 
collections, depending on the institutional framework. At institutions that employed a 
digital archivist in addition to a university archivist, I chose to contact the digital archivist 
instead, assuming that he or she would be better able to answer my questions. I made my 
initial contacts via e-mail—with an information sheet attached—and then followed up by  
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telephone. In a few cases, the university archivist referred me to a colleague. Of the 41-
plus archivists I contacted, 19 consented to be interviewed (about 46%); only 3 of the 19 
represented private institutions (16%), so private institutions are slightly 
underrepresented here (see fig. 1). This reflects the fact that participants were ultimately 
self-selected. I did not collect data on IR use from the 22 archivists who declined to 
participate, so I cannot make any conclusions about the relationship between IR 
involvement and participation. Among the archivists interviewed, 12 were university 
archivists, 3 were the head of special collections and university archives, and four were 
digital archivists. In two cases, a lower level archivist was present for the interview as 
well, chiming in where their experience could inform that of the primary respondent. The 
19 interviews were conducted by telephone and were recorded to allow for accurate 
quotations. Only the most relevant quotations were transcribed; all other data derives 
from notes taken during the interviews. 
I prepared the interview questions with the input of two electronic records 
archivists, Erin O’Meara of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and Seth 
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Shaw of Duke University. The questions were designed to capture archivists’ perceptions 
on a wide range of topics relate to IRs and using IRs to store and manage archival 
content. To allow for the widest range of experience possible, I defined “digital records” 
broadly to encompass both digital surrogates of university archives material and born 
digital materials belonging to the university archive. Otherwise, archivists whose digital 
content has thus far comprised digital surrogates only would have been unnecessarily 
excluded from answering certain questions. Since this study focuses on not only 
archivists who are using IRs to make digital content accessible but also archivists who are 
not using their institutions’ IRs, it was necessary to prepare two different interview 
schedules (see Appendix A).  
Each interview began with five general questions, including one to determine use 
or nonuse. Schedule 1 was used in interviews with archivists who are currently using 
their IR and addressed the following topics: how the IR has affected archival practice in 
the archive; what types of materials the archive is making available through the IR; 
whether preservation issues were a factor in use; whether the archive is using any 
supplemental platforms for storage, preservation, or access; whether materials made 
available through the IR are being incorporated into traditional access tools, such as 
finding aids and MARC records; and what advantages, disadvantages, and challenges 
archivists have faced in using the IR. Schedule 2 was used in interviews with archivists 
who are not currently using their institution’s IR to make university archives material 
available. As such, the topics covered differed from those covered in schedule 1. 
Schedule 2 focused on whether the archivist had any future plans to use the IR and for 
what materials; whether preservation issues were a factor in nonuse; how the archives is  
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currently acquiring, providing access to, and storing digital materials; and what 
advantages, disadvantages, and challenges the archivist has faced in using their current 
system. 
Ultimately, nine respondents reported that they were currently using their IR to 
provide access to digital content from the university archive, whether digitized or born 
digital (47%); ten reported that they were not (53%). Interestingly, none of the archivists 
at the private institutions reported using their IR to present digital content (see fig. 2). 
Within each group, the data varied widely, indicating that archivists’ experiences with the 
disposition and management of digital content—IR or no IR—are highly individual- 
institution-specific and therefore are not generalizable. 
Findings 
The findings have been separated into three sections: introductory questions; 
interview schedule 1, administered to nine archivists who are currently using their IR to 
store and/or provide access to digital content; and interview schedule 2, administered to 
ten archivists who are not currently using their IR to store and/or provide access to digital 
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content. Given the small sample size, especially for each interview schedule, I refrained 
from providing statistics or conducting statistical analysis in this section, although 
percentages are included in the figures and tables. 
Introductory Questions 
 As noted in the “Methodology” section, above, the first interview question asked 
respondents to provide their current job title. Eight of the respondents had multiple job 
titles—in those cases, if one of the titles was “university archivist,” I characterized them 
that way. Otherwise, I chose the most relevant-seeming title. I found that 12 were 
university archivists (and also records managers in two cases), 3 were the head of special 
collections and university archives, and four were digital archivists (whose titles varied 
slightly from institution to institution). The existence of a digital archivist at an institution 
did not seem to correlate with whether or not the archives was using or not using their 
institution’s IR: two of the digital archivists reported use and two reported nonuse. Only 
one of the three department heads reported use, leaving six university archivists using 
their IRs and six university archivists not using their IRs. 
 The second introductory question asked the archivists to identify the platform, or 
set of platforms, that the institution had used to create their IR. Eight of the respondents 
described a DSpace (DuraSpace Foundation, n.d.) system, and four reported using Digital 
Commons (a hosted service from Berkeley Electronic Press [bepress, 1999-2009a]). 
Three of the respondents described distributed systems: the first was an original, multi-
institution set of platforms that included an e-pubs component as well as a preservation 
repository; the second was a combination of Digital Commons, Fedora (DuraSpace 
Foundation, n.d.), and CONTENTdm (OCLC, 2010), with the CONTENTdm system 
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acting as an “e-archive,” all at a single institution; and the third was some configuration 
of DSpace/Fedora/ DuraSpace4
 According to the Registry of Open Access Repositories (ROAR), DSpace is the 
most popular software among IR projects, so it comes as no surprise that it was the 
software most often cited by the respondents (ROAR, 2005-2010). In only three of the 
eight DSpace cases were archivists using the DSpace repository to make digital content 
available. The popularity of Digital Commons for IR projects is more surprising. 
Interestingly, three out of the four Digital Commons installations are being used to make 
digital archival content available. Thus, DSpace and Digital Commons represent 67% of 
use in my sample, despite the fact that neither platform is particularly archives-friendly, 
especially in organizational flexibility, in the case of DSpace, and formats and rendering, 
in the case of Digital Commons (see, for instance, DuraSpace Foundation, 2010; Pyatt, 
2008; and bepress, 1999-2009b). The final three repositories being used by the university 
archives included two of the distributed systems—one an original, multi-institution 
platform and the other a single-institution system made of up three components, Fedora, 
CONTENTdm, and Digital Commons, with CONTENTdm acting as an “e-Archives”—
and the lone Fedora repository (see fig. 3). Where the archivists are not using the  
 software making up multiple repositories for use by 
multiple institutions. The four remaining respondents noted the following four types of 
software, rounding out the sample: Fedora, CONTENTdm, Greenstone (New Zealand 
Digital Library Project, 2007), and an original multi-institution platform supporting one 
shared repository. 
                                                 
4 It is important to note here that both DSpace and Fedora software are now available through the 
DuraSpace Foundation. Most of the institutions represented here are using earlier releases not associated 
with DuraSpace, although some mentioned the possibility of implementing recent updates. Thus, I treat 
DSpace and Fedora as separate platforms throughout, despite their recent association. 
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institution’s IR, there were five DSpace systems, one Digital Commons system, one 
original, multi-institution repository, one multi-institution set of repositories using 
DSpace/Fedora/DuraSpace software in some configuration, one Greenstone system, and 
one CONTENTdm system (see fig. 4).  
 The term “institutional repository” has been used to describe a range of projects 
with differing scopes, and by far, the scope of the repository seems to have been the most 
influential factor in determining whether or not archivists have used the IR to make 
university archives material available. When asked about their IR’s scope, the archivists’  
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responses indicated three general categories: digital scholarship, usually limited to 
research materials generated by faculty and students (11 of 19); digital asset 
management, encompassing all digital university output (6 of 19; and no fixed scope, 
wherein the definition of the repository has thus far been fluid (2 of 19) (see fig. 5). Not 
surprising, only two of the nine IRs being used by university archivists were intended to 
be limited to digital scholarship, whereas nine out of ten of the IRs not being used where 
defined along those lines. Five of the nine IRs being used fell into the broader digital 
asset management category, and the other two repositories being used by university 
archivists were the two with no fixed scope. The scope of the final repository not being 
used was digital asset management (see fig. 6).  
The responses to the question about IR scope also indicated that there is a lot of 
push and pull within these categories. One respondent said that the IR is “technically 
supposed to be for digital scholarship . . . This of course might be black and white to 
some people, but it’s gray to a lot more, and that’s what started the discussion here about  
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university archives and the collection policies along side the [IR] initiative here . . . They 
are collecting a whole host of things that we have traditionally collected . . . Well, why  
are we collecting them in two places?” Where the scopes of some IRs seem overly rigid, 
those of others seem overly permissive. One respondent, speaking of an IR with a broad 
scope, noted, “There is no manager of the institutional repository, per se. It reacts to 
interests among depositors. There hasn’t really been a formal mission statement on what 
the IR wants to do [here] . . . There hasn’t been institutional buy in for the repository, so 
right now it’s sort of, well, whatever’s interesting gets put in.” It is often library 
administration and IR staff who arbitrate the repository’s scope, which can change over 
time depending on who is making the final decisions, as one respondent articulated:  
Originally it was conceived as a location where faculty and graduate students 
would place their research while it was still being developed . . . but that was just 
under the first manager. It has since passed into the hands of someone who was 
more receptive, and departmental annual reports, studies, in addition to graduate 
and faculty research, publications, and things like that have been put in there. 
Now it really is seen as more a repository for digital institutional information that  
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may be of interest to no only the university community but others . . . We’ve had 
over 10,000 hits [to the UA collection in the repository] . . . A lot of that 
institutional downloading . . . so its serving an institutional constituency as well as 
anyone else who might be interested. 
 
The responses illustrate how artificial and murky the boundaries set by IR often seem to 
be; how IR projects are still evolving—not surprising given how new and experimental 
most of these systems are; and how scope can severely limit archivists’ freedom or allow 
them space to experiment as well. 
 Interestingly, whether or not the archivist was involved in the planning or 
implementation of the IR seems not to have had much of an effect on use or nonuse of 
IRs by university archivists. Although most of the respondents fell into two categories—
involved and not involved—there was a third category of involvement wherein the 
archivist was not on any committees or task forces but was at some point in the 
proceedings consulted on a limited basis. Turnover in the archives affected several of the 
respondents’ answers. Of the 19 respondents, 6 reported being involved in committees 
and/or in policy development for the IR project; 7 reported not being involved at all; and  
6 described a level of involvement that put them in the third category, somewhat involved 
(see fig. 7). Contrary to expectations, among the archivists who are currently using their 
institution’s IR, five were not involved with planning and development; three were 
involved; and one was only somewhat involved. By contrast, among the archivists not  
using their institution’s IR, five fell into the third category, somewhat involved; three 
were involved; and only two were not involved (see fig. 8). Interestingly, all of the 
respondents whose platforms were multi-institutional were somewhat involved (three of 
three) in the system’s development, and where Digital Commons was chosen archivists  
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tended not to be involved or only somewhat involved. Otherwise, there seemed to be little 
correlation between involvement and platform. 
 The respondents voiced a lot of frustration over what they perceived as decisions 
coming from on high—sometimes from library administrators, but more often from 
university administration. Those who were not involved noted that siloing, wherein the 
boundaries between library departments preclude useful collaboration, was a factor. For 
instance, one respondent who is currently not using the institution’s IR and was not 
involved in the planning spoke about the relationship between the archive and the IR 
manager: “We see the landscape and where our fences connect . . . It’s just convincing 
the person in charge of all this that it’s not about us wanting to come in and take over 
your area. We just want to work with you so we can enhance what you do.” Respondents 
from each category noted that the committees tended to be heavily IT focused, leaving 
little space for the kind of institutional analysis most of the archivists would have 
preferred and, in some cases, leaving archivists out of the conversation altogether. One 
response touched on all of the issues mentioned here: 
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There was a little bit of consultation, and basically I was told this is what we’re 
doing. And this is an issue that I think many of the university archivists [deal 
with] . . . It’s usually the administrators of the universities that are—and IT folks 
in the universities—that are making the decisions without consultation of the 
archives or archivists. Which is a really, really bad thing, really bad. It’s kind of 
like government without representation. Which irritates us, because we’re the 
ones who have to deal with the issues when people call. They don’t call IT for 
information; they call me. 
 
The natural affinities between IR projects and the university archives force many 
archivists to grapple with the issues associated, even in instances where they were not 
involved in the planning and are not currently involved in the population of the 
repository. Lack of technological expertise and lack of administrative support have 
hamstrung archivists so far. 
  Whether or not the archivist was currently using the institution’s IR to make 
materials available determined which interview schedule was used to complete the 
interview. The responses this question elicited also indicated the ambivalence and 
frustration many archivists feel about their use or nonuse of the IR. Among the nine 
respondents who are using their university’s IR, most noted that their efforts have been, 
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up to this point, limited to projects that their IR platform is uniquely suited for—for 
example, university publications and other documents in the case of Digital Commons 
and digital or digitized photographs in the case of CONTENTdm. IRs have not been a 
cure-all for the problems archivists face in terms of digital content. Of the ten archivists 
who answered no to the final question, only two answered without a caveat. Three 
reported that they are hoping to use the IR system in the future and are in the process of 
negotiating that use; four explained that they planning their own university archives 
repository; and two noted that while they have some links to or one-off publications in 
the repository, that is the extent of their involvement. These findings are discussed more 
in-depth below.  
 What the preceding and the following findings underscore is how variable 
archivists’ experiences with their IRs have been depending on the institutional context, 
the personalities involved, the level of funding the archives and the IR has received, and 
the status of the digital infrastructure within and outside the archive. One archivist who is 
not currently using the institution’s IR expressed a mixture of optimism, frustration, 
ambivalence, and confusion in her response to the final introductory question:  
We’re currently investigating the possibility [of using the IR] . . . we just don’t 
know if that is the best approach or not. There are certain factors that I’d like to 
see in place as guarantees before we would do that. I’ve tried to do research with 
other places that have institutional repositories to see how the archives, if they 
even use the IR as storage for their archival records, but it’s been extremely 
difficult for me to find anything and to get feedback on that. And it seems that 
every archives that is using their institutional repository in some way for their 
archives is doing it a little bit differently from every other archives out there, so 
it’s very difficult to get a consistent answer or any sort of best practice. 
 
Not only is every archive that is using their IR doing things somewhat differently from 
every other, but the situation at each archive reporting nonuse is slightly different, 
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making it difficult to come to any firm conclusions. However, the following sections 
provide interesting snapshots of experience and practice at university archives currently 
using or not using their institution’s IR. 
Interview Schedule 1: Interviews with Archivists Currently Using an IR 
Effects on Archival Practice. The first question posed to archivists currently 
using their institution’s IR was a broad one: Has the institutional repository affected the 
way you approach digital records? IRs have the potential to affect several aspects of 
archival practice, including but not limited to records appraisal, acquisition and transfer 
of records, records storage, and access, so it should come as no surprise that five of the 
nine respondents indicated that using the IR had affected their approach. Those who 
answered yes each emphasized different aspects of archival practice in their responses, 
and none mentioned any changes to their appraisal practices.  
Only one respondent emphasized access, noting that prior to the IR and the hiring 
of a digital archivist, most of their digital records were hidden and difficult to access. 
This respondent also touched on storage, explaining that the IR had given the archive the 
opportunity to move content from physical media to the repository, a process that is 
ongoing. Another respondent talked about the changes in capture and storage of digital 
records, emphasizing workflow: “Now we’re able to manage digital records at least in a 
preliminary way whereas in the past we just took things on disk and hoped that they 
would remain available over time, so I think the best thing about it has been that now we 
have a workflow where we can actually accept electronic documents and get them into 
the repository, as opposed to just letting them sit on a disk in a box somewhere.” This 
respondent added that “as far as acquisitions, that has changed because, instead of us sort 
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of passively waiting for things to come to us as people remember, we’re having to really 
go seek out these things that we know exist only in electronic form and work with the 
people who create them to make sure that they’re put into the repository.” 
 Although several of the archivists using their institution’s IR have addressed born 
digital records, one archivist’s response focused on opportunities for digitization projects 
and the different emphases in those projects since the development of the IR. The system 
this particular respondent is using is an original, distributed set of platforms including 
both an access platform and a preservation platform, giving the archive more options in 
terms of access and storage of digital surrogates. Another archivist answered yes to the 
question but when pressed for details had trouble articulating exactly how the IR has 
affected archival practice:  
It’s hard to say because it’s in development, and it’s constantly bringing up new 
issues . . . Since this is fairly new . . . and since our archivist position hadn’t been 
filled for a few years, we’re being very careful and thoughtful, the archivist and I, 
about the boundaries that we set and how we define our role in the institutional 
repository, because we see it as being bigger than archives. University archives is 
a piece of the repository, but they concentrate a lot on current, active files, 
whereas archives, we’re concentrating on inactive files . . . We’re trying to figure 
out those roles of how we go out and talk to faculty and recruit and acquire 
material . . . we’re trying to develop and define those boundaries. 
 
The evolving nature of archivists’ participation in IR projects made this question a 
particularly difficult one to answer for some of the respondents, and the distinction 
between records of enduring value and active records represents an ongoing challenge. 
  One of the two archivists who said that the IR had not affected archival practice 
at the university archive expressed the classic archival response “a record is a record” but 
noted that digital issues require more care and that the nature of the materials had created 
a new awareness among the archival staff. The two archivists whose responded with 
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mixed yes-and-no similarly expressed that the digital landscape had changed their 
thinking about the larger institutional digital picture and the institutional framework in 
relation to the capture of archival material, for which they otherwise had no 
infrastructure, but one pointed out that the archive was still collecting a lot of paper 
materials, which has made the IR and digital records in general only one small piece of 
archival practice heretofore. I think all of the respondents would agree that, if nothing 
else, using the IR for storage of and/or access to digital records has added several new 
and ill-defined facets to their responsibilities as university archivists.  
Platform-related issues seem to bridge the gap between the five respondents who 
said that the IR had affected their approach and the four archivist who said that it had not 
or provided a more mixed response. A Fedora (DuraSpace Foundation, n.d.) user who 
believes the IR has effected practice explained how difficult the IR has made it for the 
archivist to maintain archival principles: 
The potential of [the repository] in thinking about how we’re going to approach 
and preserve digital content—it’s there, it’s there to be explored, it raises 
questions about how we organize records or how we reflect the organization of 
the university and how we can replicate that in the [the repository] . . . One of the 
problems I have with the institutional repository movement, and this is not the 
case hopefully in a lot of other places, but I know it is very much here, it’s sort of 
like I really have to educate these librarians about archival principles . . . the 
relationship of records, and obviously provenance, original order, all the 
principles of the archival mission, if you will. So I’m looking at [the repository] 
as a great potential to really capturing and preserving this digital content, but I’m 
also trying to maintain archival principles in doing that. 
 
Another archivist who did not believe that using the IR had affected archival practice at 
his institution likewise mentioned the platform, this time DSpace (DuraSpace 
Foundation, n.d.), and lamented that the new workflow hindered the archive’s activities 
and resulted in a loss of control: 
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At some point we’re going to have to figure out how to accept more and more 
electronic records. But, at least in my opinion, I don’t think that DSpace can do it 
for us. It’s the structure of the system that doesn’t allow us to manage the 
collection the way that we would as archivists . . . Another problem we’ve had . . . 
is that material that I would consider university archives material, things that we 
have gotten in paper form in the past, now is being produced electronically—
those departments have been contacted about putting material into the institutional 
repository, but it’s not coming through the archives. And I see that as a problem 
because (a) how does the patron know that other [related materials] are available 
in the archives? and (b) who has the responsibility for that collection? We have no 
stewardship of that material. 
 
Lack of institutional buy-in and the potential for confusion seem to be common concerns, 
regardless of platform, and ultimately there was no real link between the archivists’ 
feelings on whether the IR had affected archival practice and the technologies the 
archivists’ were using. 
Materials and Formats. The next four questions addressed what types of 
materials, and in what formats, the archivists had decided to include in the IR; whether 
there were any materials they specifically decided not to include and why; whether there 
were any other materials they planned to add in the future; and what, if any, affect the 
IR’s content policies had on the decisions they made. Six of the respondents indicated 
that they had included digitized or born digital photographs, which was surprising given 
than only one repository—a distributed system with an e-archives component launched 
using CONTENTdm (OCLC, 2010)—could boast a system designed to render nontextual 
materials. All of the respondents cited their use of TIFFs for master copies and JPEGs for 
access. Six listed digitized and/or born digital documents and publications among the 
materials they were providing online via the IR, mostly in PDF. Two mentioned e-mails 
that they had captured and dumped into the system. Only one specifically mentioned 
finding aids as material being stored and accessed through the IR; one mentioned  
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Table 1. Materials Included and Not Included by Archivists Using Their Institution’s IR 
(n = 9) 
Materials Included 
Respondents 
Materials Not Included 
Respondents 
Number % Number  % 
Digitized or born digital 
photographs (TIFF) 
6 67 Large documents/complex 
files (problems with file 
size, page-turning, etc.) 
3 33 
Digitized or born digital 
documents (PDF) 
6 67 Digitized or born digital 
photographs 
2 22 
E-mail 2 22 Video files 2 22 
Finding aids 1 11 Databases/spreadsheets 1 11 
Websites 1 11    
Digitized rare books 1 11    
Video files 1 11    
Audio files 1 11    
 
 
websites; one mentioned digitized rare books, which do not usually count among 
university archives material; one mentioned video; and one mentioned audio (see table 
1).  
 As mentioned briefly above, the platforms these archivists are working with do 
not seem to have dictated what materials are being mounted online or stored using the IR. 
One good example is the Digital Commons (bepress, 1999-2009a) user who has used the 
IR to provide access to JPEGs of digitized photographs and rare books, with the master 
TIFFs residing on external hard drives to save server space. This user has leveraged the 
IR to provide access to materials that are rendered relatively poorly in Digital Commons, 
whereas that particular platform seems particularly suited to born digital university 
documents in PDF. Overall, it seems that the benefits of various platforms have been of 
less importance than the specific needs and priorities of the archives and the scopes of the 
individual IR projects. However, limitations of IR software have come into play. One 
respondent noted that the limitations of the DSpace workflow made it difficult for the 
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archivist to dictate whether born digital archival materials reached the IR at all: “The way 
it’s currently set up, I can’t input it myself—I don’t know if I’d have the time to input it 
all myself—so I send a recommendation that [the department] put this document into the 
repository, which is really kind of silly, but just kind of the way we’ve had it set up.” 
This problem of workflow for capturing born digital records, not exclusive to this 
respondent or DSpace, makes it less surprising that so much of the content put into these 
IRs is digitized, curated material.  
 When asked what materials they had decided not to include in the IR, the 
archivists’ responses varied widely. Two respondents answered that there were no other 
types of materials they wished to deposit in the IR, one noting a lack of support and 
management on the IR side and the other noting that the archive’s participation in the IR 
was still in the planning stages. Only four respondents mentioned specific formats: two 
noted that the software they are using (DSpace and Digital Commons, respectively) did a 
poor job of rendering photographs, so those had not been included; two mentioned a lack 
of video capabilities (in an original distributed, multi-institutional system and in DSpace, 
respectively); and one mentioned the issue of presenting databases and/or spreadsheets in 
a distributed system built with CONTENTdm as the dedicated e-archive platform. Other 
technical capabilities, such as file sizes and page-turning for large documents, were 
mentioned by three of the respondents, each of whom was using a different platform (see 
table 1).  
Two respondents said that their IR was meant to handle all types of content 
regardless of format (using DSpace and Fedora, respectively), but one of the two noted 
that appraisal decisions limited what should be deposited in the IR. Others focused on 
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appraisal as well, one noting that the content policies developed specifically for the 
university archive vis-à-vis the IR guided appraisal and adding that both the IR and the 
archive have had to explain to faculty that “neither our own website nor this repository is 
a storage bin” for material that would otherwise be most appropriate on a personal 
website. In a frank but rather cagey response, another respondent noted the archive’s 
ambivalence about mounting large amounts of born digital university records online 
without the benefit of item-level appraisal:  
With things like presidential correspondence, there’s the issue of the complicated 
nature of the organizational structure . . . It’s one of these things that, yes, we’d 
like to have it electronically available, but it’s also one of those things, and 
because we’re a public institution, it’s a public record, it’s fully available to the 
public . . . but at the same time, as a matter of policy, you don’t necessarily want 
to put that on the world wide web for immediate consumption. Not to try to be 
obstructive, but at the same time, we don’t have the ability to do an item-level 
appraisal of all that material to see what might be an issue, what may need to be 
redacted, or something like that. 
 
Although this respondent seemed hesitant to articulate this concern, it seems only natural 
that archivists would need to weigh the benefits of immediate online access with the 
control that near-line or offline storage provides, especially with regard to records that 
could be in some way sensitive or restricted. Although the records of many state 
institutions are consider public, student records are still subject to FERPA (Family 
Educational Rights and Privacy Act [20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR part 99]) regulations, 
making appraisal, storage, and access decisions even more important. 
 When asked about their future plans for the IR, four respondents said that they 
had none. Of the five remaining, four mentioned specific materials and/or formats, 
including websites (one respondent), video (one respondent), and digitized and born 
digital documents and publications (all four respondents). The final respondent focused 
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on an ongoing digital production project wherein some of the university archives material 
being digitized would end up in the IR and some, including material such as yearbooks, 
would be made available through other digital initiatives at the library. Of the five that 
described future plans, nearly all seemed to have a project-oriented approach to the IR. 
One respondent described why she was focused on one relevant project rather than on 
wholesale deposits: 
[The student newspaper] seemed like a good project because it doesn’t have the 
uniqueness that certain special collections manuscripts have; it’s university 
material in which there would be live interest, so it seemed like a good way to go. 
We’re still in the talking stages . . . I think a large part of what an archive has to 
do in this process is educational, explaining to people who have a high level of 
digital programming knowledge that archival materials are unique, they have 
enduring historical value even if there isn’t a high-level financial value, and as 
archivists we are stewards of unique materials, so access is important, we’re 
always balancing the access and stewardship and security. We want to have 
access but we don’t want to give away the whole store. [Academic] departments 
have a different concern. 
 
This notion that part of the challenge of using IRs, and of embarking on digital 
archives initiatives in general, is the necessity of educating the library staff involved 
about archival practice has been mentioned before and seems tied up in the importance of 
maintaining control over archival material. But archivists’ interest in carefully choosing 
what material might be appropriate for the IR and what might not is counterbalanced by 
the necessity of capturing born digital university records early in the record lifecycle 
(Acland, 1991; Boadle, 2004), which often involves departmental self-archiving. As one 
respondent noted, 
Although the mechanism is set up for a lot of departments to be self-service, that 
they can have their own little area of the institutional repository, there doesn’t 
seem to be a tremendous amount of familiarity with it and what its purpose is, so 
its those who are motivated who are participating, and I’d really like to see a 
much wider knowledge of it across campus so that it becomes the expected place 
of putting university materials . . . People don’t think of putting it in the  
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institutional repository and just providing that link. I try to work it into 
conversations that I have with departments along with records management and 
transfer of archival records, but that’s one department at a time. 
 
As archivists plan for the future, there seems to be some tension between an ingrained, 
project-oriented approach and this need to enlist departmental and administrative support 
to make sure that digital university records are captured before they are lost or forgotten. 
 Finally, the archivists were asked whether the collection or content policies 
developed by the IR planning committee, if any exist, affected their decisions regarding 
digital records storage and management. One respondent explained that there was no 
such policy for the IR. One respondent said yes, there were limits to what the IR would 
provide access to, and that the policies precluded the archive from providing access to 
video or born digital records in foldered collections now residing on hard drives, CDs, 
and DVDs. Two of the archivists claimed that the policy was ambiguous as to the 
archive’s role, and five of the archivists responded with somewhat complicated nos (see 
fig. 9).  
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One of the archivists dealing with ambiguity in the collection policy for the IR 
uses a distributed system that involves an e-archives component in CONTENTdm and an 
e-scholarship component in Digital Commons. Although the bepress software is more 
appropriate for ingesting university records, the collection policy somewhat precludes the 
e-scholarship platform’s use by the university archive. The other archivist dealing with 
ambiguity observed that having both departmental collections and archival collections 
within the same repository could be confusing to patrons, but that it was necessary for the 
archive to continue to capture born digital records of interest because the workflow for 
the IR had not been sufficiently established among the departments:  
Right now, in the organizational structure of the institutional repository, it makes 
more sense for schools and departments to [upload into] their own space there, 
because hopefully that’s where people will think to look. So I’m trying to do the 
more global institutional approach . . . If it only exists electronically, I’m going to 
go try to get it now. So the policies and procedures, I try not to step on other 
people’s toes, but if I think something’s important and it’s appropriate for putting 
in the institutional repository, and the choice is putting it under the university 
archives or not at all, I will go get it. 
 
The subtext here is that by seeking out born digital department material on its own, the 
archive is using its IR privileges to somewhat subvert the IRs collection policies and 
procedures. This concern for the relationship between records captured by the archive 
and records self-archived by the departments is common among archivists using IRs and 
another example of how IR policies can disrupt traditional (custodial) archival practice 
(Upward & McKemmish, 1994; Boadle, 2004). 
 Among the complicated nos, several issues were raised. In one instance, the IR 
content policy included a policy on university archives material, which the archivist 
helped shape. So although the policy in fact limits the university archives material that 
can be presented using the IR, the archive was actually the architect of that policy and has 
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been willingly circumscribed. In another case, the policy is more or less to take all 
comers, so the near-lack of policy allows the archive relative freedom affected only by 
technical limitations and the archive’s policies. In another instance, the respondent 
claimed that it was “the other way around”—that the archives has been deciding how to 
do things and shaping the IR policy to match, using their consulting role to influence the 
community structure on the front end. And another archivist noted that although the 
efforts to populate the IR were not approaching the archives, the biggest hurdle was not 
the IR collection policy but low staffing at the IR, which resulted in a glut of requests for 
deposits and a lack of real appraisal on the IR end. The respondent added that the IR had 
a high profile on campus that generated a workload that the staff was not ready to handle, 
a symptom of what the archivist perceived as misplaced priorities within the library. 
 Interestingly, the answers to this question about the IR collection policies do not 
seem to correlate in any way with the archivists’ answers regarding the scope of the 
repository, which, as far as scope is related to mission, one would expect would be a 
major factor in IR collection policies. However, it seems that there is some similarity in 
the fact that both the IR scopes and the IR collection policies are highly subjective and 
continually evolving—influenced not only by technical capabilities but by administrative 
goals—leaving space not only for experimentation and innovation but frustration and 
confusion as well. 
Preservation. The interviews involved two questions about preservation. The 
first asked the respondents to describe what the IR programs are doing to ensure the long-
term preservation of digital content, and the second asked the respondents whether they 
believe their IRs can be trusted to preserve content over time. Most of the responses 
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indicated that the archivists had only limited knowledge of the preservation policies in 
place. In fact, two respondents admitted that they did not know what the IR staff was 
doing to promote preservation (one is working with a DSpace repository, the other with 
Digital Commons). The remaining two archivists working with DSpace are both digital 
archivists: one explained that the IR was working with DSpace’s tools, which can 
guarantee the preservation of the bit stream but cannot guarantee long-term access to all 
formats; the other went a little deeper, citing DSpace’s checksums, and described a 
redundant storage system within a geographically distributed network much like 
LOCKSS (LOCKSS, 2008). The other two archivists working with Digital Commons 
cited their contract with Berkeley Electronic Press (bepress), but while one mentioned 
back up copies on external storage devices at the archive, the other noted that bepress 
would return the PDFs to the archive should the contract end.  
One of the two distributed IR systems being used in this group included a separate 
digital preservation repository, backed up through LOCKSS, although the details of the 
preservation practices for that repository were not provided. The other distributed system 
is relying on PDFs for easy migration and saves master TIFFs with a mirror server, with 
back ups maintained through LOCKSS, but the archivist noted that the program was too 
new to have actually undertaken any migration operations. The final respondent, using a 
Fedora system, cited Fedora’s built in preservation services but explained that the 
university archive was looking at the tool as an access portal for digital surrogates of 
analog material and therefore was not as concerned about long-term preservation except 
as it pertained to avoiding the cost of rescanning material. Given the very general  
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responses and lack of enthusiasm for the topic, it seems that most of the archivists share 
this view of the IR as an access tool rather than a solution for long-term preservation. 
Three respondents said that they believed their institution’s IR could be trusted to 
preserve digital content over time; the rest gave more ambivalent responses, although 
none of the archivists outright said no, despite that none of these IR projects is likely to 
have been certified as a trusted digital repository (RLG/NARA, 2005) (see fig. 10). Of 
the three who said yes, one was a digital archivist working with a DSpace installation; 
one was an archivist whose distributed, multi-institutional IR involves a preservation 
repository; and one was an archivist working with a Fedora-based repository. 
Interestingly, involvement in the planning of the IR did not seem to influence perceptions 
of trustworthiness, as two of the three respondents who said yes were not involved in the 
planning and one was only somewhat involved. The digital archivist who trusted his 
DSpace repository noted that it was confidence in the people who run the repository, 
rather than confidence in the technology itself, that led him to deem the IR trustworthy.  
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None of the other respondents specifically mentioned the people managing the 
repository in their answer, but one of the ambivalent respondents spoke about the 
importance of policy and procedure: 
Part of the role that I have is that I have to be skeptical that any of it is preservable 
over time . . . What the group has done here—and not a full implementation or a 
full verification—is to do the trusted digital repository checklist, and to do that to 
identify maybe potential weaknesses or exposures and then to try to address that . 
. . We’ve been trying to establish more policy in the sense of, if there’s something 
you’re going to convert to digital images, these are the guidelines you need to 
follow, if it’s going to be an audio file or a video file, these are the standards you 
should follow, . . . as opposed to saying, well, we’re utilizing the DSpace platform 
and therefore everything is good. Because it can’t be just that, it has to the 
policies and procedures and auditing that to make it truly a trusted digital 
repository. 
 
In addition to this focus on procedures, this respondent specifically mentioned the 
RLG/NARA trusted repository audit checklist (TRAC) for determining trustworthiness in 
digital repositories (RLG/NARA, 2005). Only one other respondent mentioned TRAC, 
noting that the institution’s repository, although committed to trustworthiness, was 
untested and likely would not pass an audit. 
 Another DSpace user admitted that the IR committee was very careful about 
preservation but explained that the information the archives would need to determine the 
IR’s trustworthiness was not available. The three users of the vended Digital Commons 
system were skeptical about its trustworthiness: one noted that trust was based on the 
contract with bepress, while another responded that the IR was “mostly” trustworthy, but 
when something born digital of real value enters the archive, they often print a copy for 
safekeeping, a practice they will not be able to continue as more and more born digital 
records appear. The final Digital Commons user noted the instability of the medium and 
the limits of trustworthiness: “I don’t know if it’s the digital repository that’s not to be 
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trusted—it’s the medium. Anything can happen. They [bepress] are in California . . . This 
is very ephemeral material that we’re talking about. You can air dry a book, but you 
could lose tons, a terabyte of data, with one little box breaking. It’s the medium I don’t 
trust; it’s not necessarily the effort.” This particular respondent reported having policies 
and procedures in place to maintain backups of the materials bepress currently provides 
access to, but not all of the Digital Commons users had taken such steps to protect their 
assets, which seems a major oversight. Overall, questions of trustworthiness seem to have 
taken a backseat to the immediate benefits of using these repositories to present digital 
material.  
Other Platforms and Systems. When asked whether their archive has used any 
other systems for born digital records in the past, all of the respondents reported that they 
had relied mainly on physical media—CDs, DVDs, tapes, external hard drives, and so 
on—for storage of digital records before the IR. Most have had no digital records 
program up to this point, although one relies on a multi-institution ETD repository for 
theses and dissertations, materials that only some university archives collect. The same 
respondent reported that the archive is part of a consortium looking into a multi-
institution Fedora-based system, but that project is only in the talking stages. Another 
respondent said that the university archives was not really storing any digital material 
outside the repository at this point and is currently looking at procuring more server 
space. One of the digital archivists mentioned having recently conducted a survey of 
digital materials meant to unearth the special formats, which had been singled out on 
finding aids but were shelved in boxes, out of sight, out of mind. 
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The respondents were asked to indicate whether they were currently using 
supplemental storage systems, such as a dark archive, in addition to the IR to maintain 
digital records. Only two of nine have access to a dark archive and are actively moving 
material from physical media to that archive; one of those respondents also mentioned  
LOCKSS and another mentioned an FTP accessible server that may benefit from DSpace 
preservation operations in the future. The rest (seven of nine) are using a combination of 
library servers (three of nine), physical media (including CDs, DVDs, tapes, hard drives, 
etc.) (four of nine), and digital library software platforms (two of nine) to maintain their 
digital collections. One of these respondents also reported relying on LOCKSS for 
backup (see fig. 11). Finding suitable space for digital records is a major challenge, but 
storage capabilities seem to be evolving in the post-IR age. 
 In terms of future goals for the IR or for their institutions’ digital records 
management systems, five respondents indicated that they would be relying on the IR for 
digital record management for the near future; three focused on establishing workable 
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records management policies and procedures; and one reported that the archive was 
planning its own repository for capturing, preserving, and providing access to born digital 
records. A further three of the respondents, one from each of the categories listed above, 
noted the importance of time when formulating programs for born digital records—each 
was concerned with the need to capture records in the “semiactive” stage, before the 
record becomes unnecessary and disappears. Three of the respondents mentioned specific 
digital projects the archive was planning to pursue, illustrating a more project-centered 
approach.  
 Among the five respondents planning to continue using their university’s IR for 
digital records management, a range of goals and concerns emerged. One respondent said 
that “getting everything off of media and into the repository” was a priority but that he 
would really like to see more robust access and permissions controls as well, which 
would allow the archive to more easily restrict and redact sensitive material. One focused 
mainly on putting a dark archive in place to allow the archive more control over its digital 
records, thereby relegating the IR to mainly an access tool. One archivist said that what 
the archive really needed was for the IR and library to expend more resources on IR 
staffing and digital library initiatives, especially digital production. One hoped to require 
that all mass-circulated e-pubs are put into the IR to ensure that traditional university 
archives material is captured; to capture the web and deeper web of the university, where 
a lot of documentation lies; and to do all this while at the same time dealing with the 
archive’s analog backlog in a timely manner. Finally, one respondent, whose distributed 
IR has a dedicated e-archives component, gave a more ambitious answer: 
My main long-term goal is that the institutional repository begins to mirror the old 
physical institutional repository, which is the university archives, so, in other 
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words, the majority of colleges, schools, and departments who create permanent 
records are going to be represented in the institutional repository and the things 
that we have determined have enduring value are going to be in there . . . I think 
my other  main goal would be that the institution recognizes that it is the role of 
the university archives to be maintaining and preserving these types of things and 
that just because something is now in electronic format does not change who is in 
charge of protecting and preserving those materials. I think this is a struggle for a 
lot of university archives right now. 
 
This response exemplifies the tremendous difference among archivists’ expectations for 
IR projects, although it also highlights the difficulty all archives seem to have in 
communicating their role and their practices within the IR governing structure.  
  The three archivists focused on records management policies likewise expressed a 
range of goals and concerns. One emphasized on the necessity of documentation, the 
importance of getting offices to adopt policies on recordkeeping, and the archivist’s role 
as consultant in such a scheme, echoing the postcustodial approach to digital records 
(Bearman, 1991; Boadle, 2004). Another mentioned the difficulty of coordinating records 
appraisal at a large, decentralized institution that already uses multiple document 
management systems. This archivist’s goal was to bring “order to the madness” by 
enforcing records retention rules that would funnel records to the archive, either into the 
DSpace system already extant or to some future platform. And finally, one respondent 
focused on the importance of thoughtful planning now; the ongoing effort to make all of 
the archive’s collections visible, at least via finding aid, to online users; and the potential 
benefits of departmental self-archiving for capturing digital records: 
There’s been some push to just get content in there so we can market it, and I’ve 
resisted that. I want to do it carefully so we’re not looking back a year from now 
saying, well, why the heck did we do that . . . We have so many collections that 
are not accessible in any way online; they’re still accessible in print finding aids 
only. When it comes to anything electronic, that’s my first priority, getting 
discoverability for all our collections. . . The ultimate goal is to have the academic 
departments doing their own input, which is one of the advantages to bepress. 
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All in all, this question elicited responses that reflect the variability in priorities and 
approaches—and the breadth of potential directions—among archives using IRs. 
Advantages, Disadvantages, and Challenges. Towards the end of the 
interviews, respondents were asked, first, to enumerate any advantages to using their 
institution’s IR that they have thus far identified and, second, to enumerate any 
disadvantages or challenges. The archivists identified several advantages, but improved 
access to digital materials was most often cited (six of nine). Two of nine respondents 
mentioned increased visibility for the archive—along with increased reputation within the 
university and among donors and alumni—as an advantage, and one of these respondents 
also mentioned an increase in archival accessions thanks to IR deposits. Two of nine 
mentioned that using the IR to facilitate search and retrieval had led to a decrease in 
reference queries, saving time for the archivists. Two of nine spoke generally about 
increased opportunities for the archive stemming from the IR project, although one talked 
primarily about opportunities to digitize materials and one about storage infrastructure for 
born digital material that the archive would not have had on its own. Interestingly, only 
one respondent—a DSpace user—mentioned preservation as an advantage. One other 
advantage cited was the simplicity of the IR system as opposed to other digital library 
software, in reference to a Digital Commons repository. Overall, however, few of the 
advantages cited seemed to be tied directly to the platform being used (see table 2). 
 Three of the respondents expressed deep skepticism about the advantages to using 
the IR, each of whom is using a different IR platform. One DSpace user identified access 
and preservation as potential advantages but maintained that those advantages, at this  
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Table 2. Advantages Cited Among Archivists Using Their Institution’s IR (n = 9) 
Advantages 
Respondents Citing Advantage 
Number % 
Improved access to digital materials 6 67 
Increased visibility for the archive 2 22 
Fewer reference queries and subsequent time savings 2 22 
Increased opportunities for the archives 2 22 
Increase in archival accessions 1 11 
Preservation capabilities 1 11 
Simplicity of IR system vs. digital library software 1 11 
 
point, were minor compared with the challenges of capturing born digital records and 
making them accessible: 
We put stuff in there because we’re being good citizens of the library . . . we’re 
trying to be team players. And I think the benefit of having that there is there is at 
least the preservation activity going on the masters. That’s the real benefit that we 
see right now. But so far very little of what’s in there is born digital from the 
university archives point of view. Down the road, the benefit of preservation and 
access and some of these things obviously are very important. 
 
One of the Digital Commons users felt that the lack of management and support for the 
IR prevented any real advantages from accruing for the archives: 
People like to use it as a sound bite—oh, look, this is a very nice thing we have—
but then, again, it’s just a hollow sound bite because it’s not maintained, I guess, 
or managed, in my opinion, as well as it could be . . . It’s a nice platform for 
people to use in the community, but the jury’s still out as to whether it’s going to 
enhance archival collection, other than what we’re doing now in digitizing 
materials that have an interest but aren’t accessible right now. 
 
Even among the respondents who readily cited advantages to using the IR, there was 
some ambivalence about the ramifications of immediate online access to sometimes 
unvetted born digital materials: although most were excited about providing remote 
access to materials, and making records more easily available to offices on campus as 
well, copyright issues, permissions, and restrictions loom large as ongoing challenges.  
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Table 3. Disadvantages Cited Among Archivists Using Their Institution’s IR (n = 9) 
Disadvantage 
Respondents Citing Disadvantage 
Number % 
Lack of resources for the IR or other digital initiatives* 4 44 
Communication problems (general)* 3 33 
Ambiguity of boundaries vis-à-vis IR 3 33 
Lack of control vis-à-vis vended platforms* 2 22 
Platform limitations* 2 22 
Lack of options for establishing access restrictions 2 22 
Competing goals within the institution 2 22 
Difficulty maintaining archival identity 2 22 
Difficulty of maintaining archival identity when using IR 2 22 
Limitations of having a dedicated archives component within 
distributed system* 
1 11 
Lack of management vis-à-vis IR 1 11 
Volume of records vs. storage space 1 11 
Separate access and storage platforms (IR and dark archive) 1 11 
Multiplicity of access points for patrons 1 11 
Lack of preservation access point for archivist 1 11 
Continued necessity of hard copies 1 11 
*Disadvantages marked with asterisks seemed to be platform-specific. See discussion. 
 
 
The discussion of advantages thus overlapped a little bit with the discussion of 
disadvantages or challenges. Many more distinct disadvantages (16) were cited than 
advantages (7) (see table 3).  Some of the most common disadvantages cited seemed to 
cluster around specific platforms. For instance, four respondents cited a lack of resources  
for the IR or for digital initiatives in general, including all three Digital Commons user 
and one DSpace user. Two respondents—both Digital Commons users—cited the lack of 
control associated with using vended resources, and two respondents—both DSpace 
users—noted platform limitations, including restrictions on who can make deposits, 
limitations to retrieval and arrangement schemes, lack of flexibility, and lack of page-
turning capabilities. Three respondents—two using DSpace, one using Digital 
Commons—cited communication problems as a challenge. One archivist using a 
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distributed system noted that having a dedicated e-archives repository—this one in 
CONTENTdm—actually made it difficult for the archive to put the full capabilities of the 
IR system to use. 
Some of the disadvantages mentioned seemed to be more equal opportunity: three 
respondents, each using a different platform, noted the ambiguity in boundaries 
associated with the IR; two mentioned problems with restricting materials in the IR or 
providing metadata for materials with access restrictions; two cited competing goals 
within the institutions as a major challenge; and two mentioned the difficulties in 
maintaining archival identity when using the IR system. Seven more distinct 
disadvantages were articulated by archivists on an individual basis: one noted a lack of 
management for the IR; one mentioned shrinking storage space, which dominates many 
decisions about storage and backups; one talked about the disadvantage of using separate 
access and storage platforms—in this case the IR and a dark archive—because of the 
tendency to overlook materials that are “out of site, out of mind”; one noted that the IR 
represented one more access point for patrons, or “yet another place to look”; one 
mentioned that there was no preservation access point for the archivist to monitor 
materials; and one bemoaned the continued necessity of producing hard copies of 
materials considered essential to the archive’s collecting mission.  
Interestingly, only one of the archivists not using Digital Commons specifically 
mentioned the lack of autonomy archivists have when participating in these IR projects, 
noting that when the archive provides access via their website, they have more power to 
“supervise and vet” the process. But the rest of the responses are shot through with the 
sense that what these archivists really lament is the loss of control associated with 
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utilizing these IR tools. Almost every response cited more than two distinct 
disadvantages, and one respondent listed six. In a particularly well-articulated response, 
one archivist mentioned a number of the most often cited disadvantages or challenges: 
Well, more work, one more thing to do, and not more staff. It’s just one more 
aspect of our job. The more we have electronic resources, and it’s a good thing 
overall, but the more things sort of overlap with other departments and other 
goals. So I think it just becomes a challenge to create those boundaries and define 
our role. We don’t want archives to become the institutional repository, because it 
has a broader goal. I think that’s the challenge, to be involved—you know, when 
you’re just dealing with paper records and you’re in your little archives 
department, and you’re in your own little corner, it’s easier, obviously, to define 
those boundaries. Overall I think it’s good, it’s just a challenge, but if we do it in a 
thoughtful way, it will be a good thing. 
 
Ultimately, these archivists are taking part in a constant negotiation wherein they hope to 
gain from the IR project without “giving away the store” and losing their place as the 
original institutional repository. 
Other Thoughts. Finally, the respondents were given the opportunity to offer any 
final thoughts they might have on their experience with the IR. This unstructured 
question garnered a range of responses, but most focused on opportunity, frustration, and 
responsibility. For instance, one archivist said, 
I think [open access] has tremendous positive impact on the archives and on the 
information world. So despite my cynicism . . . I think all archival institutions 
need to be a part of that, if they can, if they have a parent institution that has 
developed these repositories, you can’t just back off or ignore it —for one thing, 
you’re not doing your job. The nature of documentation has changed and we still 
have a mandate to preserve all we feel is historically significant. I’m positive, I’m 
very positive; talk to me five years from now, hopefully we’ll see some real 
evidence of [benefits]. The biggest problem is balancing, balancing what we do— 
we still have to satisfy our patrons, we still have all these [backlogs]. It all takes 
money and people and that raises other issues. 
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This response was unique in its evocation of the archival mandate or mission, and it 
highlights the importance of the next few years, as IR projects evolve and university 
archivists continue to advocate for a place at the table.  
Two archivists touched on the responsibility university archivists have to be 
involved and use these negotiations as teaching moments. One remarked, “Frequently in 
those advisory groups everyone would have one thing and I’d be the one person raising 
my hand and saying, ‘what about . . . ?’ because so often special collections and archives 
are just coming at things from a slightly different approach.” Another focused on the 
challenges of educating colleagues on the archival mission: “Educating librarians or IT 
people about these issues is a very labor-intensive role and responsibility because they’re 
dealing in mass-produced materials, and they don’t always see all the different intricacies 
involved in safeguarding and stewarding unique materials.” These responsibilities reflect 
some long-standing challenges to archives, made only more immediate by the 
evanescence of digital materials. 
A few of the respondents focused on the technologies available and how 
archivists might overcome some of the obstacles to find a way forward. According to one 
respondent using DSpace, 
It’s the tool. DSpace and Fedora are these first attempts a trusted digital repository 
tools . . . They’ve been very inflexible in a digital library sort of way. I think of 
tools that I was looking at ten years ago to start doing digital library projects, 
where the nature of how to utilize and reutilize materials in a variety of different 
ways was a lot more dynamic, but at the same time they weren’t doing any of the 
preservation activities. It may be a good thing that Fedora and DSpace are 
merging into a collaborative community, that DuraSpace community, and maybe 
something better will come out of that . . . We need to be more active in those 
discussions, either in the DuraSpace community or in creating a group that goes 
out and tries to design a system for archivists. (DuraSpace Foundation, n.d.) 
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Another respondent—this one using Digital Commons—cautioned against relying on 
vended solutions: “I think the archival community needs to struggle with itself on where 
to go with this stuff, because it’s really hard to manage this kind of material, and there’s 
just a lot of money-making people out there who say they have the answer. Maybe they 
don’t.” These two responses illustrate the dilemma archivists face: most of these IR tools 
do not meet archivists’ needs, but the archival community does not at this point seem to 
have the resources or momentum to develop its own tools. Participation in IR project, 
however, seems to have had accelerated and expanded the debate, which will hopefully 
lead to more satisfying and lasting solutions. 
Interview Schedule 2: Interviews with Archivists Not Using an IR 
Future Plans for the IR. Ten out of the 19 archivists interviewed were not using 
their institution’s IR to make digitized or born digital material available (see figs. 2, 4, 6, 
and 8 in the “Introductory Questions” section for more baseline data on this respondent 
group). When asked whether they had any future plans to use the IR, only three out of ten 
respondents said that they might, two of whom were the digital archivists in this 
respondent group. One of the three was mainly interested in using the IR platform to store 
and preserve digital materials that were already available via the archives website at this 
point; other materials, such as websites and databases, might be included later, but the 
archive was not currently collecting those formats. Another explained that storage costs 
and the institutional configuration were factors limiting the archive’s use of the IR: 
It’s possible depending on how the [repository] develops. What has kept me from 
even considering it at this point is the expense associated with storage. At some 
point I might actually explore putting up some METS [Metadata Encoding and 
Transmission Standard; Library of Congress, 2010] records or some sort of 
metadata linked back to somewhere else if we can identify a better solution that’s 
less expensive for us . . . We’re working with a few departments and mostly our 
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work has focused on e-mail. So I think that’s going to be really the biggest aspect 
of our university records component in the coming year or two.  
 
The third respondent considering use of the IR noted that although the scope of the IR 
limited the archive’s use of it, departments were depositing what the archive would 
consider archival records, presenting a conundrum for the archivist. 
The institutional repository as it is currently focused is wanting to keep a branding 
that isn’t diluted . . . But there’s a blurry area right now, kind of a fuzzy area, 
because departments are depositing, and the [staff] that are running it has allowed 
for expanding the scope of it to allow for bulletins and publications to be 
deposited in it, which typically has been the archive’s domain. You could call 
those permanently valuable electronic records.  
 
This respondent was one of two who expressed an interest in capturing the archival 
content from the institution’s IR, by either grabbing it all or sampling. The other 
respondent in that category does not have plans to use the IR. 
 Among the 7 remaining respondents who are not planning to use their institution’s 
IR, one explained that the born digital records they have been collecting are available 
through the archive’s website and are stored and preserved by IT, so the IR has not been 
necessary; one was having trouble finding funding for the archives at all, and so had no 
digital program per se and had no plans for one; and four reported that they were 
planning their own digital repositories using IR software—two using DSpace and two 
using Fedora (DuraSpace Foundation, n.d.) (see fig. 12). One of these four further 
reported that lack of staffing for digitization projects had left the university archive—
which was not currently collecting born digital material—without any content to 
contribute to the IR. One respondent whose institution is currently using Digital 
Commons (bepress, 1999-2009a) explained why his archive had settled on a dedicated 
Fedora repository: 
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We are inclined to like Fedora as a platform more [than Digital Commons], 
flexibility and so forth, not proprietary, open source, all that kind of stuff. There’s 
a variety of philosophical things, and taste things, and practical things, that I think 
we prefer a resource other than bepress for that. The evolution of what constitutes 
an IR is taking place all around us, and I would say that my sense of an IR is the 
more restricted one—that is to say, current research, and that might eventually 
come to the archives, but a lot of what we do would never fit into the rubric of 
current research being conducted at the university . . . I guess those are the 
reasons why I’m looking at developing another solution; it’s partly practical and 
partly theoretical. We already had a digital presence—not a very good one—but a 
digital presence before the IR was established, so there’s a continuity there. 
 
This respondent was not the only one that indicated the importance of clear boundaries 
between the IR and the archive. 
 When asked whether the content or collection policies developed by the IR’s 
planning committee had influenced their decision making, three of the respondents said 
yes and seven said no, although these nos were fairly complicated (see fig. 13). Of those 
who said yes, one respondent noted that the collection policy’s content focus was limited 
in scope, which had stymied the archive’s use of the repository, but that a change in 
management had led to more open discussion of the archive’s potential role. Another said  
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that the current policy limited the scope of the IR to research output but that the archive is 
not interested in using the repository anyway since another repository for library-curated 
collections was being built using the same software—DSpace—and would theoretically 
allow for easy aggregation across platforms. The third respondent in this category 
explained that the IR was actually limited by its own policies because they specifically 
exclude archival material that would have a place at the university archives. 
 Among the seven archivists who reported that the IR’s content policies were not 
affecting their relationship with the IR, two noted that the IR was open to accepting 
archival content but that other factors, including the fact that neither archive is currently 
collecting digital records in any volume, influenced their decisions not to participate. One 
admitted that it might be worth collaborating on policies given the potential overlap of 
the collections, while two respondents expressed little interest in having any involvement 
with the IR and would prefer to see its policies tightened. For one, the lack of appraisal 
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and subsequent overlap is problematic: “I would like to see the IR restricted. The IR is 
this place where anything that has [university] content is collected in the IR; whether it is 
something that we would have collected in the archive is irrelevant.” For the other, 
purposefully limiting the archive’s involvement with the IR allows the IR to focus on its 
current mission—to collect current scholarship—while the archive is free to focus on its 
own repository project:  
I think in the best of all possible worlds, everything would be in one bucket, but 
there are days when I’m not even sure that that’s true, because there’s—one 
bucket means you’re stuck with a particular platform, particular type of software, 
and some of what the IR does is really not so much what we’re interested in 
doing. And by allowing them to select a package as they’ve done theoretically 
allows them to fine tune what they do for the more limited role that they see 
themselves filling. 
 
This outlook, again, seeks to protect the archive’s identity by avoiding some of the gray 
areas use of the IR might entail and engendering an environment where projects are less 
likely to be hamstrung by competing goals. 
 Two of the respondents who reported that the policies have not affected their 
decision making mentioned issues of maintenance as key concerns limiting their use of 
the IR. One noted that although the IR committee has been open and responsive to the 
issues of records management that might affect the IR, especially where archival material 
is concerned, digital records stored there are still “out of sight, out of mind.” Likewise, 
another respondent remarked that while the library’s administration was receptive to the 
archive’s potential use of the IR, technical issues and procedural questions made the 
archive hesitant to proceed: 
It’s sort of the analogy of trying to fit a square peg in a round hole, because just in 
the discussions with the people on the committee who don’t have an archives 
background, their vision of it is really one just entirely of access. Because they 
don’t have the same background they don’t quite understand or really haven’t 
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even thought of the challenges that translate from the archives world. For 
example, I would want to make sure that something that was accessible through 
the institutional repository that was part of the archives was a fixed file, that it’s 
not going to be changed, and I had mentioned that to the committee and that’s 
something that had not been thought of because it’s so different from really the 
majority of the scope of the institutional repository . . . The differences causes 
quite a bit of confusion. 
 
This and the other responses indicated that, by and large, nonuse has been determined by 
more than scope or policy—philosophical and practical concerns and challenges have 
played major roles as well. 
Preservation. When asked what kinds of preservation activities the IR project has 
undertaken, the responses from the archivists not using their institutions’ IRs were similar 
to those elicited from the archivists who were. In this group, four out of ten respondents 
admitted to not really knowing. Two of those assumed that the committees or offices 
responsible were doing what they should to ensure preservation; another noted that the 
archives had embarked on developing policies and procedures for the preservation of 
digital collections but that the library had no formal policies in place. Another two 
respondents noted that the various IR governing bodies charged with ensuring 
preservation had practices in place and had prepared for long-term sustainability, but 
their responses were light on details. Four felt that there was more work to do regarding 
preservation—and a couple of those mentioned the trusted repository audit checklist 
(TRAC), along with the OAIS model and various migration strategies (RLG/NARA, 
2005; CCSDS, 2002). One of these four respondents noted that although the IR’s 
CONTENTdm (OCLC, 2010) system and the servers involved included long-term 
storage protocols, “long term” from an IT perspective is something along the lines of 
only five years, a blip in archival time. These very general descriptions of IR preservation 
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practices did not seem to relate to the platforms the institutions are working with, and the 
lack of detail in the responses seems to reflect that these archivists simply are not 
stakeholders in the projects. 
 When asked if they believed that their institutions’ IRs could be trusted to 
preserve content over time, only three of the archivists said yes. One of those, a digital 
archivist, explained that his IR’s preservation protocols were being graded on a regular 
basis and benchmarked against DRAMBORA (Digital Curation Centre & Digital 
Preservation Europe, 2008). On the whole, this respondent rated the repository’s 
trustworthiness as a 3 or 4 on a scale of 5, and added that the contents in the IR are well 
cared for. Three respondents said that their institution’s IR could not, at this point, be 
trusted. One remarked that the IR’s policies are too nebulous to be trusted, and another 
noted that the IR committee had not yet had the discussions they need to have to ensure 
that the storage situation is perpetual. The third respondent who said no emphasized the 
difference between maintaining the bit streams and ensuring continued access: 
I guess the honest answer to that is not really. I think it’ll be around for a couple 
of years, and hopefully in the next couple of years we’ll be able to figure out how 
to preserve electronic records long-term in a meaningful and useful way. The 
content will probably be there, but it wouldn’t surprise me if it wasn’t. How’s that 
for pessimistic? That is kind of the professional problem with electronic records: 
we know they’re there and we can generally make sure the files are going to be 
around long-term; the problem is having something to read them.  
 
This respondent was particularly troubled by the possibility that platforms might ceased 
to be supported, especially since his institution’s IR is based on proprietary software.  
Four of the ten respondents answered with almost equally pessimistic maybes (see 
fig. 14). One assumed that the repository can be trusted but could not say for sure; 
another noted that minimal procedures were in place and that the IR was closer than it  
 57 
 
had been a year ago; and a third acknowledged that the process was continuing but there 
was still a lot of work to do. However, despite this pessimism, preservation concerns do 
not seem to have been the driving force behind nonuse. Also, involvement in the planning 
of the IR did not seem to influence perceptions of trustworthiness: among the three 
archivists who said their institution’s IR was trustworthy, one was not involved in 
planning, one was involved, and one was only somewhat involved; among the three who 
said their institution’s IR was not trustworthy, two were somewhat involved in planning 
and one was not involved. 
Acquisition, Storage, and Access. There were obvious limits to the IR-related 
questions the archivists currently not using IRs could usefully answer, but it seemed 
appropriate to ask these respondents to describe how they are acquiring, storing, and 
providing access to digital content in the absence of IR participation, if only to provide a 
foil to the experiences of those archivist who are using an IR. It is interesting to note that 
none of these respondents reported an established workflow for acquiring digital records. 
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Three of the ten respondents, including one of the two digital archivists in this group, 
reported that their archive had no e-records program to speak of despite the proliferation 
of digital university records. One of these respondents noted that the archive had begun 
some web crawling and was in talks with the various departments about capturing digital 
output. Another explained that although they are not actively seeking content, they are 
accepting material on CDs and disks, storing some material on library servers, and doing 
some web crawling; more robust activities are still to come: “We need to develop our 
policies and our practices . . . and get that written down in a way that gives us a template 
for how we want to move forward . . . It’s really not a coherent effort right now.” 
 Five of the ten archivists described their acquisitions efforts as piecemeal. Two 
noted that most of their digital content is actually digitized material but that they are 
“keeping” e-records on physical media and/or printing out hard copies of important 
material that trickles in. One of these respondents said that their program would have to 
mature rather quickly because of new state regulations: “The state . . . within the past 
year passed some legislation that official state records that are archival do need to be 
maintained in their electronic state, so printing out something hard copy won’t be an 
option in those instances.” One respondent characterized the archive’s activities 
heretofore as a salvage effort, and another remarked that the archive’s collection at this 
point mostly comprises ancient storage devices such as floppy disks. One respondent 
reported using FTP file transfers and physical media such as DVDs, CDs, and external 
hard drives to acquire material and considering procuring disk-management tools to 
handle storage and retrieval. Two more archivists admitted that their current digital 
content is composed of digital surrogates only. 
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 In terms of digital storage and management systems, only one of ten respondents 
is currently using a dark archive. Four of the respondents, as noted above, have plans for 
new IR-platform-based repositories, but none of those is yet operational. One of these 
four emphasized the importance of developing more robust records retention and 
management procedures to integrate an existing document management system on 
campus with the new archival repository. Another described the prerepository 
atmosphere as a “sandbox”: “Part of that was to experiment and see, first of all, how 
much of this stuff do we have, where can we place it, so the systems people kind of gave 
us a sandbox. This will change once we get into Fedora.” None of the other respondents 
described anywhere near this level of freedom. One of the ten reported using the library’s 
digital library system as a dark archive, while the remaining four archivists reported 
having no storage system—extant or planned—beyond physical media, including DVDs, 
CDs, and hard drives, and library server space. 
 When asked how they are currently providing access to digital content, three of 
the ten respondents mentioned that they were making digital images available through 
image database software—CONTENTdm, LUNA (Luna Imaging, 2010), and an 
unspecified platform, respectively. Five respondents reported that they relied primarily on 
their own website, and two respondents are also using the library’s digital library 
capabilities to make material available. Four respondents noted that much of their digital 
content is only available in the reading room, if the archive has the technology to read it. 
In a typical response, one respondent described a dynamic, ever-changing access 
landscape: 
It’s highly varied at this point . . . We have records sitting off in a variety of 
spaces ranging from link through EAD finding aids to a couple of little TEI [Text 
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Encoding Initiative] instances that we’ve mocked up and thrown up on the 
website to things that link through our standard HTML pages and blogs. We’ve 
got online databases of 13 or 14 thousand images. All of that will be migrated 
over into—almost all of that, not all of that—will be migrated into the [Fedora] 
repository. 
 
Archives without any repository options on the horizon have several other avenues for 
providing access, and the responses here indicate that archivists are taking advantage of 
as many of those as possible.  
Advantages, Disadvantages, and Challenges. When asked if they had identified 
any advantages to their current systems for capturing and providing access to digital 
records, the archivists not using IRs had very little to say. Four of the ten respondents 
said that there are no advantages because there is no real program, and one respondent 
who has uploaded some metadata to a developing Fedora-based archive repository said it 
was premature to talk about advantages at this stage. Two respondents noted that they 
were happy to have control over their efforts, although neither was happy with the 
archive’s progress thus far. Two responded that steadily increasing patron access was an 
advantage, and one of these archivists also mentioned easier access for records creators as 
a plus. One of these respondents noted, however, that increased access is not always 
welcomed by university administrators:  
The board of trustees hasn’t allowed us to put the digital images of the board of 
trustees minutes online. They don’t understand that it’s a public record. And so 
we’re still trying—we’ve digitized everything, we’re just waiting for them to get 
it through their heads that this is a public record and it can be accessible on the 
web . . . So not everybody’s on board. I think people think that we lose control 
over these things, and really we have control but . . . we need to provide access. 
 
The final respondent—a digital archivist—remarked that the biggest advantage the 
archive’s current approach is that it is commensurate with archive’s current resources: 
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The approach we chose at this point has been predicated on the limited resources 
we have . . . Beyond me there’s really no one to do these things. We don’t have 
any dedicated software development resources. We don’t have any dedicated 
server administration resources. All of that, as I mentioned, we’re sort of 
dependent on the library for. So we’ve sort of taken the approach that we’re just 
going to go with the most realistic, accomplishable set up at this point, which is, 
very crudely, just to migrate materials as they come in from the physical media 
into a dark archive . . . If we had the resources I would probably use a different 
approach. 
 
This focus on what is realistically accomplishable permeates archivists’ thought on the 
subject of digital records management. 
 By contrast, the archivists in this group identified 14 distinct disadvantages to 
their current systems (see table 4). The most often cited disadvantage was the inability to 
acquire born digital university content (five of ten), and another archivist mentioned the 
lack of records management policies and workflow on campus, a related challenge. One 
respondent explained that had the IR had a different scope, it might have been 
particularly useful for acquisition: 
 
Table 4. Disadvantages Cited Among Archivists Not Using Their Institution’s IR (n = 
10) 
Disadvantage 
Respondents Citing Disadvantage 
Number % 
Inability to acquire born digital university records 5 50 
Limited patron access to records 4 40 
Lack of resources 3 30 
Threat of deterioration 2 20 
Legal/security issues 2 20 
Lack of records management policies and workflow 1 10 
Lack of initiative at administrative level 1 10 
Length of planning process 1 10 
Limitations of platform (CONTENTdm) 1 10 
Difficulty of customizing IR software for use in archive 1  10 
Volume of materials vs. limited storage space 1 10 
Communication problems vis-à-vis IT 1 10 
Vast array of technologies 1 10 
Unknown unknowns 1 10 
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I’m not satisfied with what we have in terms of our relationships with the IR. I’m 
not particularly keen on the content of the IR, and I wish we had some way of 
acquiring records, administrative records, from the university . . . But they were 
more concerned with what they believed would be “scholarly research,” that was 
their vision. Scholars would provide content that was research value, and that 
hasn’t happened. My vision of an IR would be completely different from what 
they came up with. 
 
This frustration regarding acquisition of records applies to access, too; four out of ten 
respondents identified limited patron access to records as a disadvantage. As one digital 
archivist put it,  
We pretty much live to make this material accessible, right? I mean, that’s—
without that aspects archives are sort of pointless. And so I think most 
dissatisfying is that we don’t really have a good method for providing access . . . 
If people request it, and really they don’t, a lot, because we don’t really have that 
type of material very visible to them—but if they do find out about it—you know, 
we have to sort of jump through hoops to make it accessible . . . There’s still a lot 
of material that’s on disks and on physical medium, and I just, I worry that that 
stuff is gone already. 
 
The threat of deterioration was mentioned by two archivists overall. 
 Lack of resources—human and otherwise—was mentioned by three archivists. 
One of those saw some hope in the fact that managing digital material has come to the 
forefront in the university community recently: 
[The challenge is] sort of just resource-based and trying to get people to 
understand the importance of the issue and how much stuff is out there that we’d 
like to be collecting but can’t, that is probably being lost . . . More people are 
becoming aware of, you know, digital information as an issue and as a problem, 
whether its managing their own e-mail or whatever it is they’re doing . . . so 
maybe there’s a glimmer in the notion that there’s maybe more attention to that. 
 
Despite a dawning awareness at most institutions, one archivist noted a lack of initiative 
on the part of administrators as a major disadvantage and another lamented the length of 
the planning process for digital initiatives. Two of the ten archivists mentioned legal (i.e., 
copyright) and security issues as problems limiting the archive’s activities. 
 63 
 Several different archivists talked about technical issues: one respondent noted the 
limitations of the CONTENTdm platform the institution’s IR was using for rendering 
large PDF documents; one mentioned the difficulty of customizing IR platforms—in this 
case, Fedora—for use in archives settings; one respondent lamented the volume of digital 
materials being accessioned and the constant strain on storage space; one listed 
communication issues between the archive and IT as a challenge; and one felt that the 
vast array of technologies available had actually become a disadvantage. Finally, one 
respondent listed the “unknown unknowns” of the digital landscape as a major 
disadvantage, forcing archivists to deliberate on the potential ramifications of any course 
of action. 
Other Thoughts. When offered the opportunity to share any final thoughts 
regarding storage and management of digital archival materials, the respondents, like the 
archivist who are currently using IRs, expressed a mixture of optimism, frustration, 
confusion, and determination. The archivists highlighted the importance not just of 
capturing digital records but of making sure they are accessible for the long term: “The 
storage and management of digital records is probably the most important challenge that 
archivists face right now. We’ve got to get a better handle on how we take care of these 
materials. And it’s not just sufficient to capture the file and be able to hang on to the file 
for a long time. We’ve also got to be able to make sure that people in the future are going 
to be able to read those files.” One archivist noted how difficult it is for smaller programs 
to keep up with the changing standards and technology and to choose appropriate 
technologies for the archives’ needs: 
For the large institutions who have committed staff and IT, that’s probably not a 
significant issue, but for a lot of other institutions it ends up being this vicious 
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cycle of implementing something and hoping it stands long enough so that they 
don’t have to go and reimplement everything from the ground up six months later, 
a year later, two years later . . . The chase after technology in some cases has just 
become the chase after technology . . . I wish people would think more about 
appropriate technology rather than high technology, and to think about what 
technology suits our needs and gives us a platform for which we can develop 
while at the same time sustaining it, rather than going for the highest tech 
solution. 
 
This focus on simplicity and appropriateness echoes the interest, expressed above, in 
setting realistic, accomplishable goals. 
 While the respondents were frank about the challenges they face as navigating the 
digital world, there was definitely a sense of optimism in their responses. One archivist 
highlighted the opportunity for collaboration and mutual learning that these problems 
produce: 
It’s an opportunity for many departments to collaborate because the line that 
separates them is getting grayer, and grayer, and grayer . . . This is a prime 
opportunity to educate one another, so that you work with the IT guy, if that’s the 
case in your repository, to get this stuff to a point where you can migrate it and 
keep it stable . . . The “us and them” has to stop, it’s absolutely critical that people 
collaborate . . . If you’re not collaborating, then you’re not meeting the mission of 
the university. 
 
Negotiating archivists’ responsibilities to both the university mission and the archival 
mission had become more difficult, precisely because of these graying boundaries. But 
the archivists surveyed here demonstrate a commitment to bringing order out of the 
chaos, even if solutions seem scarce: 
It’s sort of been left to me to be the one to start developing [policies], and I’ve 
read the InterPARES report, the Paradigm report out of England, and that stuff, I 
mean a lot of it is very helpful, but it’s overwhelming. I mean, it’s a massive 
amount of information that archivists are having thrown at them, and I’m 
fortunate to have some technological background, but I think a lot of archivists 
might just take all of this and—well, actually, I know a lot of archivists have 
taken the sum total of the literature and discussions on electronic records and 
thrown their hands up and said, I have no idea what to do. (See Thomas, 2007; 
Duranti & Preston, 2008.) 
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Discussion 
 This study, like most, suffers from some limitations. The respondents were mainly 
self-selected and represent those among the 41 that I contacted who felt most comfortable 
talking about the institution’s IR and the archive’s digital records management activities. 
Although I did my best to make sure public and private institutions were represented 
proportionally in the sample, public institutions are overrepresented here. Also, the nature 
of my inquiry—my interest in capturing university archivists’ experiences at universities 
with functioning IRs—required a wide-ranging study design that touches on, but does not 
drill down into, a variety of topics. Many of the terms of discussion—particularly for 
“digital records” and “institutional repositories”—had to be broadly defined to 
accommodate all potential respondents, and the responses reported here reflect individual 
perceptions and institution-specific conditions that resist generalization. Thus the 
resulting findings sometimes lack depth of detail, and there is plenty of room for 
clarification and further study. However, these interviews successfully elucidate the 
general features of archivists’ interactions with IRs. 
 A major theme that emerged from both sets of interviews is that most university 
archivists currently lack a sustainable workflow for collecting born digital material, with 
many employing a more project-oriented approach to digital content. This finding meshes 
with the results of a recent study on electronic records management (ERM) programs at 
colleges and universities in North America. In a survey conducted in 2006, Zach and Peri 
(2010) found that only 49.7% of colleges and universities had ERM programs in place 
(15 of 193) or in the planning stages (81 of 193). In a follow-up survey in 2009 
conducted with the same sample, the results were nearly the same: 49.2% reported having 
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ERM programs in place or in the planning stages. Interviews conducted in 2006 revealed 
that “even at the best-funded and most prestigious institutions, no comprehensive 
programs existed for managing e-records to use as models for the field” (p. 117). And in 
interviews with five respondents who had indicated that their institution had an ERM 
program, the authors were disappointed to find that none had specific policies or 
procedures to handle institutional e-records (p. 113). Zach and Peri provide two potential 
models for successful ERM—both still in development—but conclude that archivists 
have generally not found the necessary institutional support to implement robust ERM 
programs (pp. 102-22). My study likewise indicates that although most archivists are 
working toward better ERM policies and procedures, their efforts have stalled short of 
long-term solutions. 
In terms of workflow, IRs have suggested at least the beginnings of a way 
forward in their reliance on self-archiving. Neither archivists using IRs nor archivists not 
using them have been able to leverage the IR model—which for archives would involve 
departmental deposits—to its fullest potential. Self-archiving in most IR systems leads to 
fragmentation, as archival materials are deposited in departmental or faculty collections 
and coexisting archival collections languish unpopulated. This is where IRs are affecting 
archival acquisition, despite archivists’ perceptions that their acquisitions activities 
remain unaffected. Ideally, future workflows will allow archivists to use records 
management and retention policies to steer departmental deposits of archival value to 
repository systems that observe the difference between document management, records 
management, and e-publications. Such procedures might put archivists in more of a 
postcustodial role—that of consultant rather than keeper—and negotiating this new 
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position probably represents an uphill battle (see, for instance, Acland, 1991; and 
Bearman, 1991). This is just one of the many flashpoints where archival training and 
education becomes important: archivists must develop sufficient technological expertise 
to be leaders in these discussions and they must find ways to convince librarians, 
university administrators, and departmental staff that the boundaries archives observe 
matter. 
 Although the literature on archivists and IRs focuses heavily on preservation, the 
findings of this study suggest that archivists and IR managers are struggling concurrently 
with the problem of long-term digital preservation. The respondents indicated that their 
participation in IR planning often brought long-term storage and management 
considerations to the fore, but ultimately preservation capabilities and “trustworthiness” 
seem to have little to do with whether or not archivists are using IRs. More immediate, 
short-term needs—such as storage capacity, access, and migration from physical media to 
prevent deterioration—have thus far trumped issues of long-term sustainability. Despite 
the proliferation of proposed standard in the archival literature (see CCSDS, 2002; 
RLG/NARA, 2005; Thomas, 2007; Duranti & Preston, 2008), the archivists surveyed 
here expressed indecision over how to implement those standards in the current 
institutional climate, especially given the lack of resources devoted to university archives. 
Although the archival profession as a whole has had a lot to say regarding long-term 
digital preservation and trusted digital repositories, archivists participating in IR planning 
or implementation have had trouble translating that expertise to university-wide projects. 
 Lack of resources looms large in these interviews, although it is not a problem 
unique to university archives—several respondents noted that IR projects, usually 
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initiated at the university level, have suffered from insufficient funding and staffing, as 
have university libraries in recent years. One major consequence of this dearth of funds 
and human resources is that archives have had difficultly developing and implementing 
digital records management programs without piggybacking on library IR projects. 
However, the archivists consulted here have provided ample evidence that these IR 
software platforms, as configured for IR projects, do not meet archives’ needs. One could 
ask, perhaps naively, why archivists are putting so much effort into using systems that 
fundamentally do not work for them. The answer is that this is the best available to most 
archives right now. But could archivists come together, with programmers and other 
experts, to develop an open source solution appropriate for archival use? Or might a 
standard set of policies and capabilities be developed to support the archival community’s 
use of IRs? The proliferation of IRs at research universities has opened debate on such 
questions. 
 Although the literature has characterized university archivists as “shrinking 
violets” with regard to their participation in the planning and development of IR projects, 
I would argue that the “quiet and persistent” role they have played so far has opened a 
forum for discussion, both at the universities themselves and within the archival 
profession (Yakel, Rieh, St. Jean, Markey & Kim, 2008). IR projects have offered an 
entrance to archivists hungry to introduce the issues they are dealing with to library and 
university administrators, and many archivists have taken this opportunity to try to 
educate the uninitiated in what it is that the university archive does. It seems that 
archivists—at least those who participated in this study—have so far found limited 
administrative support, despite their efforts. In particular, the orientation of IR scopes 
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seems to have negatively affected archives’ use of these tools. But these experiences have 
nonetheless laid the groundwork for expanded and accelerated debate. The archivists I 
spoke with are negotiating this environment with both optimism and cynicism, leveraging 
their ties to the IR movement, however limited, to build momentum for the development 
of lasting, sustainable digital archives. 
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Appendix A: Interview Schedules 
Hi, Ms./Mr. Participant. This is Kelly Clark Policelli from the School of Information and 
Library Science at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. We’ve scheduled an 
appointment for an interview today as part of the research study I am conducting for my 
master’s paper. 
  
First, do you have any questions about the consent form we went over together when we 
scheduled this interview? 
 
[If yes, go over the consent form. If no, proceed.] 
 
This interview is meant to help me gain insight into the ways that institutional 
repositories (IRs) have or have not affected archival practice at university archives with 
regard to digital records. The interview should take between 30 and 45 minutes. Please 
tell me if you need me to repeat a question. Your participation is important to the success 
of my study; however, your participation is voluntary. You may skip any question for any 
reason, and we can stop the interview at any time. 
  
I would like to record this interview with your permission. Your responses will be kept 
confidential. Any quotations I use from this interview will be anonymous, and any 
identifying information will be removed from the quotations I use. May I make an audio 
recording of your responses?  
 
[If yes, audio recording to begin at this point. If no, say okay, and proceed with interview 
taking notes only.] 
 
Let’s get started. 
 
Introductory Questions 
 
Q1: What is your current job title? 
 
Q2: There are several popular platforms for institutional repositories, including Fedora, 
DSpace, Eprints, and Greenstone, among other models for implementing repository 
projects. Can you tell me what platform, or set of platforms, your library is using for its 
institutional repository?  
 
Q3: The term “institutional repository” is used to describe a range of projects with 
differing scopes. For instance, some IRs focus solely on born-digital scholarship, whereas 
others embrace a broader range of digital materials. How has your library has defined the 
scope of its institutional repository? 
 76 
 
Q4: Has the archives been involved in the development or implementation of the 
institutional repository? 
 
Q5: Have you used your university’s institutional repository to make digital records 
available online?  
 
If yes, use schedule one; if no, use schedule two. 
 
Schedule One 
 
Q6: Institutional repositories have the potential to affect several aspects of archival 
practice, including but not limited to records appraisal, acquisition and transfer of 
records, records storage, and access. Has the institutional repository affected the way you 
approach digital records? 
 
 If yes, how so? 
 
 If yes, do these effects represent changes in the way you approach digital records?  
 
Q7: Can you describe the types of materials you have included, and why? 
 
What formats are these material in? 
 
Q8: Are there any materials and/or formats you have decided not to include, and why? 
 
Q9: Do you have plans to add types of materials or formats in the future? 
 
 If yes, why aren’t those materials or formats being included now? 
 
Q10: Have your decisions regarding digital records storage and management been 
informed by the collection or content policies developed by the institutional repository’s 
planning committee? 
 
 If yes, how so? 
 
Q11: What is your institutional repository doing to ensure long-term preservation of 
digital content? 
 
Q12: Do you think the institutional repository can be trusted to preserve content over 
time? 
  
If not, how are you ensuring preservation of digital content made available 
through the institutional repository? 
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Q13: Have you worked with your IT colleagues at the library to customize the 
institutional repository at all? 
 
 If yes, what did you customize? 
 
 If yes, can you describe that experience? 
 
Q14: Are you using any additional platforms or systems to store digital records (for 
example, a separate dark archive or supplemental platform to preserve digital records)? 
 
 If yes, please explain why. 
 
 If yes, please describe the system. 
 
Q15: Do you have any future plans or goals for the institutional repository or your 
institution’s digital records management system? 
 
Q16: Has the archive or special collections library used any other systems for born-digital 
records in the past? 
 
 If yes, please describe. 
 
Q17: Are the digital records available through the institutional repository being 
incorporated into traditional access tools such as finding aids and MARC records? 
 
 If yes, how so? 
 
Q18: Have you identified advantages to using the institutional repository (for example, 
has the institutional repository helped to acquire digital content, and so on)? 
 
 If yes, what are they? 
 
Q19: Have you identified any disadvantages or challenges to using the repository? 
 
 If yes, what are they? 
 
Q20: Do you have any other thoughts you wish to share about your experience with the 
institutional repository? 
 
Schedule Two 
 
Q6: Are you planning to use the institutional repository to make digital records available 
online in the future? 
 
If yes, what types of materials do you intend to make available? 
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If yes, what types of formats will be included? 
 
If not, why not? 
 
Q7: Have your decisions regarding digital records storage and management been 
informed by the collection or content policies developed by the institutional repository’s 
planning committee? 
 
 If yes, how so? 
 
Q8: Do you know what your institutional repository is doing to ensure long-term 
preservation of digital content? 
 
Q9: Do you think the institutional repository can be trusted to preserve content over time? 
 
Q10: How are you currently acquiring digital records? 
 
Q11: How are you currently providing access to digital records?  
 
Q12: Are you using a system, such as a dark archive or other platform, to store and 
preserve digital records?  
 
If so, please describe. 
 
If not, what are you doing to store and preserve digital records? 
 
If not, do you have any plans to implement a system in the future? 
 
Q13: Have you worked with your IT colleagues in the library to customize your current 
systems at all? 
 
 If so, how so? 
 
 If so, can you describe your experience? 
 
Q14: Are digital records being incorporated into traditional access tools such as finding 
aids and MARC records? 
  
 If so, how so? 
 
Q15: Have you identified advantages to your current systems for capturing and providing 
access to digital records? 
 
 If yes, what are they? 
 
Q16: Have you identified disadvantages or challenges to your current system? 
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If yes, what are they? 
 
Q17: Do you have any other thoughts you wish to share about storage and management 
of digital records? 
 
Conclusion 
 
That concludes the interview. Thank you so much for your time and for sharing your 
expertise. I really appreciate it!  
 
In the event that I need clarification on anything you’ve said, may I contact you for a 
follow-up? 
 
Feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns. I’m available at (919) 260-
5552 or kelclark@email.unc.edu. Thanks again! Good-bye. 
